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Ethnocentrism is the technical name for this view of things in which one's own group is the center of everything, and all others are scaled and rated with reference to it. Folkways correspond to it to cover both the inner and the outer relation. Each group nourishes its own pride and vanity, boasts itself superior, exalts its own divinities and looks with contempt on outsiders. Each group thinks its own folkways the only right ones, and if it observes that other groups have other folkways, these excite its scorn. Opprobrious epithets are derived from these differences .... For our present purpose the most important fact is that ethnocentrism leads a people to exaggerate and intensify everything in their own folkways which is peculiar and which differentiates them from others. It therefore strengthens the "folkways". (Sumner 1906: 12-13; cited from Reminick 1983:7) Sumner's phrase "folkways" refers to "ancestral tradition," "tradition of the ancients" in Paul (like other New Testament writers) always viewed his own group, Israel, as the center of everything. In this he was like any other Israelite writer. Philo, for example, believes Israel is the "most God-loving of all nations," a nation on whom the rest of the human race depends for priestly service and prophecy. He notes that the marriage of Abraham and Sarah "which however was not intended to produce any limited number of sons and daughters -the most God-loving of all nations -and one which appears to me to have received the offices of priesthood and prophecy on behalf of the whole human race" (Philo, On Abraham, 98) . All other peoples (this is what "Gentiles" means, Greek: ta ethne; Latin: gentes) are scaled and rated with reference to Israel.
Israel's ancestral customs correspond with its ethnocentrism and cover relations and behaviors both within Israel as well as toward outsider, "all other peoples." As we see from Paul's writings, Paul shares in Israel's ways of nourishing its own pride and vanity, boasting itself superior, exalting its own ancestral divinity, and looking with contempt on outsiders. Israelites, of course, believe their ancestral customs were the only right ones, indeed taught by "nature" itself (described by the Torah). The ancestral customs of other groups excite its scorn ("against nature"). Opprobrious epithets are derived from these differences. As ethnocentric Israelites, we should expect early Jesus group members, including Paul, to exaggerate and intensify everything in their own ancestral customs which was peculiar and which differentiated them from other peoples. Such exaggeration and intensification vis-a-vis the outgroup served to strengthen the ancestral customs.
Since all biblical documents are ethnocentric, if the documents of the New Testament are anti-anything, they are anti-everyone but Israel. Their arguments are ingroup arguments with little, if any, concern for the outgroup -mirroring Israel's beliefs in the concerns of the God of Israel. This ethnocentric orientation is apparent in the categories of peoples with which Paul describes the world.
"Judean and Gentile"
"Judean and Gentile" is a statement of binary opposition, two opposing and incongruous groupings. Ever since the Nakba (the "Catastrophe," the founding of the modern Israeli state) and awareness of how Israeli historians have produced ancient histories in the service of the Zionist agenda (see Bowersock 1988) , an increasing number of U.S.
biblical scholars have called attention to the prevalent ethnocentric and anachronistic reading of the New Testament in general, and to the inaccuracy of translating the Greek word Ioudaios as "Jew." The more appropriate version of "Ioudaios" is "Judean" (see Miller 1992:193-4; Horsley 1994:398-399; Koester 1994:541-543; Pilch 1997; Von Wahlde 2000; many scholars are not aware of the social dimensions of the problem, cf for example Tomson 1986 Tomson , 1990 Kraemer 1989 Kraemer , 1991 Williams 1997 peoples." "Gentiles," of course, did not know they were Gentiles since they would need an Israelite ethnocentric perspective to learn of their peripheral cosmic and social situation.
To share the same ancestral place of origin meant to harbor ingroup feelings, especially when away from that place of origin and even when long departed from it. For it was the place of origin that endowed group members with particular characteristics.
Note, for example, Pliny's ethnocentric perspective. He considered Europe the significant part of the world, and Italy as the center of Europe. Rome, of course, was the center of Italy:
To begin then with Europe, nurse of the race that has conquered all the nations, and by far the loveliest portion of the earth, which most authorities not without reason have reckoned to be not a third part, but a half of the world, dividing the whole circle into two portions by a line drawn from the river Don "to the Gentiles" is best understood as a high context phrase meaning "to Israelites dwelling in the geographical regions outside of Judea," which is where some Israelites happened to be. Only when Paul directly addresses "Gentiles" with that pejorative label (e g Rm 11:13) can we be sure he is speaking to non-Israelites. Otherwise his Roman audience should be considered totally or nearly exclusively Israelite Jesus group members. There was a large Judean enclave in first century Rome, both before and after
Claudius' expulsion of Judeans (54 AD).
And yet, the Roman empire did entail a view that transcended one's ethnos, in a way. This is the assessment of the world in terms of "Greek and Barbarian." Empireminded people were those aware of being part of "the Greco-Roman empire, with its three million and a half square kilometers [as] an island of civilization surrounded by barbarians (Strabo, Geography, end of book 6)" (Veyne 1989:388) . In the perspective of these cosmopolitans (which included Romans and other ethnic groups) all civilized people were "Greeks," while the rest were "barbarians" or some other subset known for something other than their level of humaneness. Even Israelites accepted this viewpoint. by one group may be Gentile Hellenism (= Greek) to another. Despite what some groups may have believed, at the time there was in fact no
Israelite community that could acquiesce in the title of the one, "true Israel." As we see from New Testament evidence, the title was still negotiable (arguments in Matthew for true Israel; Rm 2:28-29 "true Judeans"; Rm 9:6 "true Israel"; Rv 2:9; 3:9 "true Judeans").
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Consequently, a set of categories such as: "neither Judean nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor female" (Gl 3:28) are all ingroup categories, that is a division of persons to be found within Israel now to be found in Jesus groups. Given that meaning in language derives from social systems, Paul's ethnocentric attitudes and social location within
Israelite groups provides no linguistic or semantic evidence that this categorization has to do with Gentiles. Paul's ethnocentrism precludes social systemic concern for Gentiles.
To appreciate these social line drawings and the stereotypes they entail, one must adopt the point of view of the speaker and the way he or she marks off the world. For
Paul the world is either Israelite or non-Israelite, with many category divisions within
Israel. Not so among non-Israelites, who are all of a piece, "they," or "Gentile sinners."
Not only are peoples and groups divided into Israelite and non-Israelite, but also the region or territory in which these people were found. The reason for this is that people were considered part of the land, and influenced by the sky above. The land, water and air, the environment of human groups, was as much part of self-understanding and selfdefinition as personality is for us. The value of airs, waters and places for ethnic qualities was common knowledge among elites, and points of honor among non-elites as well Israelites resident in predominantly Israelite populations, "the Circumcision," and those resident among predominantly non-Israelite populations, "the Foreskins" (RSV: "uncircumcision;" the Greek is akrobystia, which means "foreskin"). Calling the outgroup, "Foreskins," is another ethnocentric, boundary marking ploy. Paul believed his commission was to proclaim God's gospel to Israelites resident among the Foreskins. In
• Paul presumed that his audiences were socialized into Israelite Scriptures, whose stories served as their intertext; they were not alien to the general contents of these books.
• He expected his audiences to acknowledge the authority of Israelite Scriptures as a source of truth and a basis for arguing about proper conduct.
• As considerate speaker/writer, Paul assumed his audiences were able to recognize Scriptural stories and to appreciate an argument based on quotations from Israelite Scriptures.
• Paul's audiences could supply for themselves many dimensions of Israelite Scriptural stories, but they perhaps could not supply the background and context of many of Paul's quotations, allusions, and other references to Israelite
Scriptures.
• Paul expected his audiences to recognize, respect, and appreciate his abilities at talking "Bible," that is at making frequent implicit allusions to Israelite Scriptures.
• The best way to define the Pauline "meaning" of a biblical quotation is to study how Paul and other Judean emigre community authors used and interpreted the biblical text.
On the other hand, we can agree with Stanley that Paul and his audiences did not have free access to the Greek translation of Israelite Scriptures (the "LXX"). In other words, they could not study and consult them whenever they wished. Similarly, it is obvious that 
CONCLUSION
Social scientific approaches to the New Testament make it increasingly bewildering to find people arguing about "anti-Semitism" Religious Studies Review 26(3, 243-9.
